
 
Anne Arundel County 

Ethics Commission  
 

      December 14, 2010 
 
 
  
The Honorable Richard B. “Dick” Ladd, Chairman 
And Members of the Anne Arundel County 
44 Calvert Street, 1st Floor 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
 
Dear Mr. Ladd and Members of the Anne Arundel County Council:   
 
 The ethics commission would like to bring to your attention a matter that has been 
pending for some time and requires resolution.  It involves a section of the ethics law that was 
amended in 2007, by Bill 59-07, and is now codified as §7-5-102(b)(5) and (6).  The new 
subsections, (5) and (6), create an exemption to the secondary employment provisions to permit 
police officers to engage in such employment in establishments where alcohol is sold or served 
and in commercial bingo facilities.  
 
 Under the Anne Arundel County Charter, §1001A(b)(4), the county’s ethics law must 
“receive the approval of the State Ethics Commission as meeting the local government 
requirements of the Maryland Public Ethics Law.” By letter dated July 18, 2008, the State Ethics 
Commission disapproved the change.  Although there has been much activity by the county 
administration, the county ethics commission, and the state ethics commission to resolve this 
matter, the state of the law remains unchanged.  For this reason, the ethics commission 
respectfully requests that the county council repeal Bill 59-07 in order to bring the county’s 
ethics law into compliance with the state ethics commission’s directive.    
 
 By way of background, the commission issued two opinions, AO-04-79, and  AO-07-21, 
advising that police secondary employment in bingo halls and liquor-licensed facilities violated 
the secondary employment provisions of §7-5-102 (as it existed prior to the enactment of Bill 59-
07).  The chief of police responded to the second opinion by directing police officers to cease all 
secondary employment in liquor-licensed establishments.  The FOP then filed a lawsuit against 
the county, the ethics commission, and the chief of police. 
 
 In response to the lawsuit, the county introduced Bill 59-07 and the commission was 
solicited for comments, pursuant to the requirement of §Article X, 1001A(d) of the county 
charter.  It responded with a report (attached as Appendix 1), strongly opposing the proposed 
legislation.  The report recommended that the county seek the state ethics commission’s approval 
of the bill prior to its passage and concluded with the following statement:  “If the bill is enacted 
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and then disapproved by the State Ethics Commission, the county may face litigation over its 
failure to comply with state law requirements.”  All the commission members attended the public 
hearing on this bill and the chairperson testified in opposition to it.  Nevertheless, Bill 59-07 was 
enacted on September 4, 2007.  After its passage, the FOP dismissed its lawsuit. 
 
 The Anne Arundel County Ethics Commission wrote to the state ethics commission on 
September 12, 2007 (attached as Appendix 2), shortly after the bill was passed, requesting that it 
review the new law.  The county attorney sent his own letter to the state commission on April 14, 
2008, asking for a review of the new law and urging that it be approved.  The state ethics 
commission subsequently held a meeting which was attended by the ethics commission’s 
director and a senior assistant county attorney, wherein each side presented its own position and 
responded to questions from the state commission members.  On July 18, 2008, the state ethics 
commission sent a letter to the county attorney, stating that Bill 59-07 was not in compliance 
with the requirements of the state ethics law.  The letter noted that nobody in the county had 
sought an exemption from the secondary employment restrictions, implicitly suggesting that the 
county ought to make that effort. 
 
 In response to this letter, the county executive and the county council requested the 
county ethics commission to grant exemptions to police officers, permitting them to engage in 
secondary employment in liquor-licensed establishments and bingo halls.  The commission held 
a hearing to permit interested parties to offer evidence in support or opposition of this request.  
On November 17, 2008, following the hearing, the ethics commission wrote to the county 
executive (attached as Appendix 3), reporting that the commission was deadlocked 3-3 and could 
not therefore, act upon the exemption.1 
 
 On December 4, 2008, the county attorney requested that state ethics commission 
reconsider its findings.  The state ethics commission finally responded to the county’s request for 
reconsideration on April 12, 2010.  The commission made it clear that the law did not comply 
with the requirements of the state ethics law, and concluded by saying, “Please advise the State 
Ethics Commission of the action you anticipate taking to bring Anne Arundel County into 
compliance with the Public Ethics Law in this matter.”    
 
 In response to this letter, the county attorney asked the county ethics commission to 
reconsider its earlier request for an exemption for police officers that would permit the activity 
authorized by Bill 59-07.  The ethics commission responded by letter dated July 13, 2010 
(attached as Appendix 4), that the exemption request was moot based upon the fact that the law 
as it now exists, already permits the activity for which the exemption was being sought.   
 
 The ethics commission will continue to administer the ethics law as enacted, as it is 
required to do under the Charter, §1001B(a).  However, it is the county’s obligation under the 
Charter, §1001B(4), to ensure that the county’s ethics law “receive the approval of the State 
Ethics Commission as meeting the local government requirements of the Maryland Public Ethics 
Law.”  The ethics commission respectfully requests that you fulfill this obligation by repealing 
Bill 59-07. 

                                                 
1 The commission’s seventh member at that time had recently retired as the county police chief.  Upon joining the 
commission, he recused himself from participating in any police secondary employment-related issues. 
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     The Anne Arundel County Ethics Commission 
 
  /s/ 
________________________ 
Carol S. Lewnes, Chairperson   
 
  /s/ 
________________________ 
Richard L. Hillman 
 
  /s/ 
________________________ 
Cathleen M. Conlyn   
 
  /s/ 
________________________ 
Cynthia H. Caldwell   
 
  /s/ 
________________________ 
Craig A. Reynolds 

   
       /s/ 

________________________ 
Vicki H. Steinberg 

 
             
cc:  State of Maryland Ethics Commission 
 The Honorable John R. Leopold 
 Jonathan A. Hodgson, County Attorney 

Judy Holmes, Administrative Officer 
 


